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Preface
Contemporary modes of remixing texts, like mashups, verbal sampling, and collage, are further iterations of the ancient impulse in writing toward creative reuse. 1 Of course, the methods of production and consumption have changed over time, as have the politics of repetition, the laws governing it, and the materials that are open to it. But the drive to make something new out of the old by adapting conventional themes and stories, by recasting specific models, and even by creating new texts out of the reordered fragments of earlier ones has a history that stretches back to ancient Greece and Rome. The Romans, in fact, traced the origins of their literature to adaptation, identifying in Livius Andronicus' translation of a Greek play in 240 bce the first text of their literary tradition. For them, even the beginning of their literature had a past. As writing then developed in Roman verse and prose genres, reuse was fundamental to composition. The words of Lewis Hyde, recycled by Jonathan Lethem in his centolike essay "The Ecstasy of Influence: A Plagiarism," can be applied to the Latin context to capture that state of things: 2 Finding one's voice isn't just emptying and purifying oneself of the words of others but an adopting and embracing of filiations, communities, and discourses. . . . Invention, it must be humbly admitted, does not consist in creating out of void but out of chaos.
Whether artist or dabbler, poet, rhetorician, historian or technical writer, Latin authors looked to conventional discourses and to past texts, both Greek and Roman, as sources of new literary life. Creation was ex alteris, a process in which making could not be separated from remaking.
The open-source nature of literature in Latin antiquity, however, did not preclude criticism of textual reuse. Just as there are those today who reject forms of literary remixing and set limits to acceptable borrowing, despite the widespread acknowledgment that writers take from their common cultural codes and from their predecessors as a matter of course, so in ancient Rome there were those who questioned the legitimacy of certain instances of adaptation. One of the ways this manifested itself was in charges of plagiarism. Because Latin literature was so imitative, it is natural to suppose that there was no cultural room for critics who might allege that an author was plagiarizing, not imitating, when he adapted a model. But such critics did exist, as did others who accused authors of plagiarizing instead of translating, of plagiarizing in their scholarship, and of plagiarizing entire compositions by simply attaching their names to them. Latin sources also survive who deny that they or another author committed plagiarism. This was to try to demonstrate that a writer stood on the right side of the divide between acceptable and culpable reuse and, consequently, to recognize both categories.
What did it mean to plagiarize in Latin antiquity? What functions did charges and denials of plagiarism have in Roman society? How did accusers and apologists use plagiarism rhetorically -i.e., what did they use their charges and denials to say? To explore these questions, as this book will do, is not only to firm up our understanding of the Roman history of plagiarism but also to complicate accepted truths about how freely Latin authors could draw from the past. At the same time, it is to come to recognize that the contemporary debates we sometimes find over whether remixing texts constitutes plagiarism turn on a concept of culpable copying that itself goes back to the ancient world.
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